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way the current occupant behaves. I 
believe that Republicans of this time 
would respond the same way the Re-
publicans of that time, in 1868, re-
sponded. 

I believe that if any person in the 
White House who was there with the 
title of Democrat behaved the way the 
current occupant behaves, that person 
would be impeached, and Republicans 
would lead the charge. 

b 1830 

Life is an inescapable network of mu-
tuality tied to a single garment of des-
tiny; what impacts one directly im-
pacts all indirectly. 

The inaction that we take today will 
produce an action in our future. Our 
failure to act today is going to say to 
the next occupant: You cannot con-
clude that this is the last person who 
will disregard all the protocols and 
rules. You cannot assume this. You can 
only assume that we have this one, and 
you can hope that there will not be an-
other, but there can be. 

If we show that there are no guard-
rails, if we demonstrate that we don’t 
have the courage to do what Article II, 
Section 4, of the Constitution man-
dates, in my opinion, our inaction 
today will result in future actions that 
would be harmful to this Nation. 

This is our calling. Only we can bring 
justice to all of these that I have called 
to your attention tonight who are 
being discriminated against. We can’t 
bring the kind of justice that is needed 
by ignoring the harmful discrimination 
that is taking place. 

More than 50 percent of Americans, 
according to a Quinnipiac poll of just a 
couple of months ago, I believe, maybe 
3 or 4, indicated that more than 50 per-
cent of the people in this country be-
lieve that the President is a racist. We 
ignore it because it is uncomfortable. 
It is easier for us to take on the chal-
lenge of national security. 

Well, invidious discrimination that 
causes white supremacists to march up 
and down the street screaming ‘‘blood 
and soil,’’ invidious discrimination 
that allows persons to traverse the 
country so that they can murder peo-
ple of a certain hue from a certain 
place, that is harmful to this country. 

This level of invidious discrimination 
should not be tolerated by this Nation. 
We have a responsibility to stand up 
for those who are not in this Chamber 
to stand up for themselves. This is our 
calling. I am here tonight on behalf of 
all of these who I have called to your 
attention. I stand for them. 

I may stand alone, but it is better to 
stand alone than not stand at all. I 
stand for them because I know the 
harm that they can and have suffered. 
And I believe that we ought to have at 
least one Article of Impeachment that 
deals with invidious discrimination. I 
believe it; I encourage it; and I support 
it. 

I understand that we want to get 
back to bigotry as usual. I understand 
that, to a limited extent, I stand in the 

way of getting back to bigotry as 
usual, back to bigotry as usual when it 
is a talking point, not an action item, 
when you don’t have to vote on Arti-
cles of Impeachment that deal with 
bigotry. That is too hard. 

I understand that we want to get 
back to bigotry as usual, when we can 
say that we are for principles above 
politics, when we can proclaim that we 
do not put party above country. I un-
derstand. I want to get back to bigotry 
as usual. I am sorry that I am one of 
the impediments. But I assure you, my 
dear friends, I can’t let it go. I can’t. I 
know what the suffering is like. 

I suppose it is my destiny to be here 
to call these things to our attention. 
We can ignore them. We can tolerate 
this bigotry. But remember this: Those 
who tolerate bigotry perpetuate it. 

There are people and organizations 
that have built their reputations fight-
ing bigotry. Yet, when there was an op-
portunity to vote to deal with bigotry 
at the highest office in the land, well, 
the argument was the Senate won’t 
convict so why would we do it. 

Well, it is the same argument for dis-
crimination as it relates to national se-
curity, as it relates to abuse of power. 
The same argument, but we now put 
principle above politics—the same ar-
gument. 

There are those who said that: Well, 
you know what will happen if you re-
move the current occupant. 

Well, the same argument could be 
made now. But it is because we have a 
different issue, it is not invidious dis-
crimination. 

We now can put principle above poli-
tics. We now are not concerned with 
who the next occupant might be. We 
now say that the Senate has to just do 
its job and that we are going to do our 
job. 

Things have changed, and thank God 
they have. I am appreciative that they 
have changed. I really am. This is why 
I am calling to our attention the neces-
sity to have an Article of Impeachment 
related to invidious discrimination. 

There are those who believe that, in 
this country, invidious discrimination 
has become a tool, a tool to be used by 
political parties, a tool to be used to 
rally the vote, to get out the vote, to 
create a constituency to vote, just a 
tool to be used. And that tool is being 
managed so that the political parties 
can continue to play their games—a 
tool. 

I don’t want to manage; I want to 
end. I do not want to see us manage in-
vidious discrimination. I want to see us 
end it. 

That is why I stand here tonight. Life 
is an inescapable network of mutuality 
tied to a single garment of destiny. 
What impacts one directly impacts all 
indirectly. 

Dr. King’s probably most famous 
words were: ‘‘Injustice anywhere is a 
threat to justice everywhere.’’ Injus-
tice in any community in this country 
is a threat to justice in every commu-
nity in this country. 

I love my country; I didn’t come to 
Congress to make this speech. I love 
my country; I didn’t come to Congress 
to impeach a President. But because I 
love my country, I am making this 
speech. And because I love my country, 
I have brought Articles of Impeach-
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the 
President. 

f 

BUILD ROBUST ECONOMY TO KEEP 
PROMISES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2019, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Speaker, 
this is one of those moments where, in 
listening to my friend, Mr. GREEN, we 
are friends. We, I think, always voted 
against each other on most everything, 
but we were always civil to each other. 
That is sometimes hard to commu-
nicate with a lot of our brothers and 
sisters, our folks at home, that you can 
sometimes have very contentious 
issues that we absolutely disagree on, 
but it doesn’t mean that we have to be 
jerks to each other. 

We have a family motto—I don’t 
know if it works for someone on the 
left—‘‘conservative but not a jerk 
about it.’’ And we try very hard. 

Let’s see if we can actually do some-
thing that actually is interesting and 
real on the math. Because our other 
saying is: It is about the math, and the 
math always, ultimately, wins. 

The reason we often start these pres-
entations with this board up is if you 
look at our future, instead of the chaos 
that this place seems to be bathing in 
so far this year, and care about what is 
happening to the country, care about 
people like my little 4-year-old daugh-
ter, who turned 4 last week, best little 
girl ever—what is her future going to 
be like? 

When you look at the CBO data, 
there are some really important data 
points that are not Republican, not 
Democratic. They are math. 

In the next 5 years, just the growth 
of Social Security, Medicare, and 
healthcare entitlements, just the 
growth, every 5 years, equals the De-
fense Department spending. That 
means, every 10 years, two full Defense 
Departments is just the spending 
growth. 

We expect, over the next 10 years, 91 
percent of the spending growth for 
your Federal Government will be So-
cial Security, Medicare, and healthcare 
entitlements. 

Over the next 30 years, if you remove 
Social Security and Medicare, we have 
$23 trillion in the bank. If you roll So-
cial Security and Medicare back in, we 
are $83 trillion in debt. That is not in-
flation-adjusted. If you inflation adjust 
it, it is somewhere in the 50s. 
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The point I am making is: Could this 

body ever engage, in this environment, 
on the real headwind that is up against 
our society and against all of us? We 
have a moral obligation to keep our 
commitments on those earned benefits, 
those earned entitlements, whatever 
you want to call it. But how do you 
build a robust enough economy, a vi-
brant enough economy, to keep our 
promises? 

That is why we put up this slide. We 
have been working on this for years. 
We try to make an argument that if 
you do certain economic policies—tax 
policies, trade policies, immigration 
policies, regulatory policies—the adop-
tion of fairly aggressive changes in 
technology to crash the price of 
healthcare—incentives for labor force 
participation, incentives for someone 
who is older—if they are healthy and 
choose to stay in the labor force, there 
are all sorts of things to do here, even 
down to being honest about the demo-
graphics of the country on how fast we 
are getting older, the fact our birth-
rates have, in many ways, collapsed. 

Now you have incentives for family 
formation and population stability. It 
is complex. It seems to offend everyone 
when you start saying: ‘‘We have a 
complex problem.’’ Guess what? There 
is not a simple, trite solution. It is 
complex. 

Let’s talk a little bit about the good 
news, the proof that tax policy, par-
ticularly, can have pretty substantial 
effects on the society. 

Last Friday, the Treasury posted up 
its numbers. You don’t call them reve-
nues; you call them receipts. I was cor-
rected on my first day on the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

Guess what happened post-tax re-
form? Do you remember the apocalypse 
that was coming? Right here, at this 
microphone over here, we were told of 
the apocalypse that was going to hap-
pen financially to the country with the 
tax reform. The highest revenues in 
U.S. history, we had 4 percent growth 
in true revenues, true receipts. Infla-
tion-adjusted, it is the second highest 
in U.S. history. 

We had a really interesting year in 
2015. There was a number of anomalies, 
but a very high spike in revenues. It is 
the second highest, inflation-adjusted, 
in U.S. history, 4 percent growth in re-
ceipts. 

The problem is that we had about a 7- 
plus percent growth in spending, and 
you do that gap year after year after 
year. Now, to be honest, of that growth 
in spending, I believe over half of it 
was on autopilot. It was the population 
growth of our brothers and sisters who 
are baby boomers, the 74 million of us 
who started to move into our benefit 
years. 

Back to my first comments, it is hap-
pening. It is just demographics. 

The other part was spending deci-
sions here where one side wanted to fix 
underinvestment in the military. Well, 
for every dollar there, you had to do 
certain types of social entitlement 
spending. 

But what is interesting is if you look 
at the growth of the economy, particu-
larly in 2018, almost every social pro-
gram, whether it be Social Security 
disability, which has some other com-
plications, and there were some policy 
changes, to TANF, food stamps, they 
are all down, which should be almost 
joyous. 

b 1845 
But, once again, the chart I am show-

ing here, I don’t know why there is not 
more talking about this because just a 
couple years ago when we did tax re-
form, we were told this couldn’t hap-
pen. We had lots of experts come and 
testify, lots of folks writing apoca-
lyptic articles, and lots of testimony 
and debate here on the floor. 

So for those of us who took a beating 
over our math—which turned out to be 
right—do we ever get an apology? 

Or is it just another occasion where 
the lunacy is allowed to engage in the 
rage machine and yet when we actually 
see the math, feelings are more valu-
able than the truth? 

It breaks my heart, because how do 
you do good things for society if you 
are not allowed to have honest con-
versation about the math? 

So, once again, let’s go back to the 
basics. 

Do you see the red? 
The first pie chart is 1960, and you 

see about 34 percent of our spending is 
what you would call being on auto-
pilot. Today, actually now, over 70 per-
cent of our spending is functionally 
formulaic. So we come to the floor, and 
we vote on appropriations bills. But we 
actually don’t vote on that red, be-
cause those are benefits you get, 
Madam Speaker, when you turn a cer-
tain age, when you fall under a certain 
income, things that are automated. 

But yet look at what is happening. 
Take a look. If you remove Defense, 
think about that, so if you remove the 
15 percent that is Defense, and you 
start to realize that mandatory spend-
ing, the 15 percent of the budget is De-
fense, there is only another 15 percent 
that is all the rest of government: 
health research, the FBI, the CIA, the 
agencies, the Forest Service, and ev-
erything else, are actually only about 
15 percent of our spending. Your gov-
ernment is functionally an insurance 
company with an army. I know that 
sounds a little trite, but it is sort of a 
little bit funny and actually quite true. 

So how do you deal with the reality? 
Well, the reality of it is back to that 

very first board. There is a path. It will 
require Democrats and Republicans to 
actually understand a calculator, un-
derstand the benefits of growth, and 
growth being moral, but growth also 
doing stunningly good things for Amer-
icans, and also that growth gives us a 
fighting chance not to break the 95 per-
cent debt-to-GDP ratio that we are 
heading towards very, very soon, so un-
derstanding where this debt is coming 
from. 

Now, why this is important is, all day 
long Members of Congress come behind 

these microphones, and we talk about 
all the things we want to do. 

But what happens when you can’t do 
the things because the current prom-
ises are consuming everything? 

So remember our earlier comment, if 
you remove Social Security, remove 
Medicare, and look at the 30-year win-
dow, you will have about $23 trillion in 
the bank. When you move Social Secu-
rity and Medicare back in, then you 
start to see where we are at, Madam 
Speaker. 

The goal here is to keep our prom-
ises, produce enough economic expan-
sion, and engage in a number of tech-
nology and healthcare disruptions to 
make the math work. 

Is that Republican or Democrat? It is 
neither. It is actually what is really 
good for our society. But it is the re-
ality. 

So let’s actually touch on just a cou-
ple of these things. I am sorry, this is 
the best slide I have on this subject 
area. It is a little noisy, but a Demo-
crat Member and I have been working 
on this, trying to actually promote 
continued investment in things like di-
abetes. It turns out that if you can fol-
low this noisy chart, we are modeling 
that the projected costs of Medicare, 
about 30 percent of it is diabetes. 

What would happen if we could actu-
ally have either a technology break-
through on everything, helping our 
brothers and sisters with obesity issues 
to being able to grow pancreatic cells 
and reactivate somebody’s pancreas so 
it is producing insulin? 

Those investments are worthwhile 
because they have such a dramatic 
multiplier effect. We are actually right 
now in our office trying to do the re-
search of Alzheimer’s. 

What would happen if we had a suc-
cessful treatment for even some of the 
categories of dementia or even the 
postponement of Alzheimer’s and what 
it actually means? 

So these are occasions where trying 
to build a formula, saying, okay, we al-
ready know tax policy is working in ex-
panding the economy—and at the end 
we are going to talk about all the good 
things happening there—we already 
know that these trade deals, like 
USMCA, our model right now says it is 
half a point of GDP growth. You would 
think this body would just be giddy to 
get that passed, because growth is 
moral, Madam Speaker. It also really 
helps us have the resources to keep our 
promises. 

How about many of the other things 
we work on, where if you are going to 
build an immigration system, do you 
design an immigration system that 
maximizes economic expansion for our 
society? 

That is why there are so many eco-
nomic modelers who are talking about 
moving, like the rest of the world is, 
toward talent-based immigration sys-
tems. The beauty of it is, obviously, 
you don’t care about somebody’s reli-
gion or color or whom they cuddle with 
or all these other things, you care 
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about the talents they bring to our so-
ciety to help us grow, because we have 
trillions and trillions and trillions of 
dollars of promises. We need the eco-
nomic expansion to keep our promises. 

Do you see, Madam Speaker, it is a 
broken record that needs to play over 
and over, because we live in a world of 
distractions and almost rage around 
here right now, and yet these are the 
types of issues that are critical. These 
are the types of issues we should all 
run on. So that is an example there. 

So let’s actually talk about a little 
bit of creativity. Last week we had 
something called H.R. 3 in the Ways 
and Means Committee. It is referred to 
by some people in the vernacular as 
reference pricing. Take a handful of 
European countries, find their statis-
tical mean, give it a variance of from 
100 to 130, and you have to price within 
there. If you price outside that range, 
then you get a 95 percent tax, if you 
are the pharmaceutical manufacturer 
or seller. 

Okay, Madam Speaker, except within 
just a couple moments, a number of 
smart people in the room were laying 
out saying, okay, you could scam it 
this way, you could actually do a re-
bate over here, you could actually 
backdoor—so raise the price on these 
pharmaceuticals, lower the price on 
these, so the country of France, when 
they are buying, their mean cost is the 
same. And there was no willingness in 
the room by the majority Democrats to 
have a conversation of, this doesn’t ac-
tually accomplish what you want, and 
CBO has already come and modeled to 
us that there will be a substantial fall-
off in new drugs that are the disruption 
that we are trying to get. 

Madam Speaker, do you remember 
how in the previous slide we were just 
talking about the miracle, if you had a 
cure for diabetes? What would happen 
if you had Alzheimer’s? 

What about some of the ones we 
know are here already? There is the 
single-shot cure that cures hemophilia, 
one of the most expensive for an indi-
vidual medical condition in our soci-
ety. It can be up to around $600,000 a 
year, a single-shot cure is here. 

We should actually have been having 
a discussion of how you finance it, so 
every one of the 8,600—that is the best 
number I have right now—of our broth-
ers and sisters who have hemophilia A, 
we can cure them, not over years, but 
over months. 

It turns out for our brothers and sis-
ters who are in the chronic popu-
lation—5 percent of the population is 
the majority of our healthcare spend-
ing. 

So what about the concept of a dis-
ruption like we were talking, a 
healthcare disruption, where you start 
curing individuals who have these 
chronic conditions and they are no 
longer part of the chronic population 
that is the majority of our healthcare 
spending? 

Instead of having the absurd debate 
we have had in this body for 10 years, 

the Democrats’ version, the ACA, on 
who should get subsidized and who 
should have to pay. And then, of 
course, the Republican alternative, 
which was not on who gets subsidized 
and who should have to pay, but who 
should pay and who should get sub-
sidized. 

We have been debating the financing 
of healthcare, not the disruption of 
things we can do technology-wise and 
incentive-wise to crash the price. You 
have already seen the charts. Medicare 
is three-quarters of the unfunded liabil-
ities. I just showed you that almost 30 
percent of it is just diabetes coverage. 

How do you get this body to focus on 
the reality of the math and move to-
ward solutions that actually solve 
these problems? 

So if you are going to try to be cre-
ative around here, what you find out is 
by the time you make your first sen-
tence of: Here is an idea, you already 
have folks on the other side shutting it 
down saying: I am not comfortable 
with that. 

So I am just going to put up another 
board, just as a simple thought experi-
ment. So work with me here. 

Fifty percent of the pharmaceuticals 
that will be picked up at pharmacies 
today, the experts tell us, will not be 
used or will not be used properly. 

One more time. Half the pharma-
ceuticals that will be picked up today 
will not be used or will not be used 
properly. Think of that. If we could ac-
tually have some impact on that, if 
you want to do something on drug 
prices, Madam Speaker, that is one. 

Do we argue about that? 
We don’t argue on that fact. It just 

doesn’t fit into the narrative. So we 
have the technology today where we 
know when the pill bottle is opened. 
We actually have the machines that if 
your mom or your grandmom needs 
this pill at 8 a.m. and this pill at 12 
noon, there is a little machine that 
does, not only dispense it, but will talk 
to her and actually also do a cellphone 
notification, and if the little cup hold-
ing the pill isn’t moved, it will actually 
even send you a text message as a fam-
ily member. 

Think about that. That is a tech-
nology over here that has almost noth-
ing to do with actually being part of 
pharma, but actually would help us on 
that portion of that 50 percent that is 
not being used properly. 

How about the other portion of that 
50 percent that just isn’t used at all? 

We have actually been trying to do 
the math, saying: How about for high- 
value pharmaceuticals, put them in 
sterile packaging. Put them in single- 
use packaging and let them be return-
able for the high-value ones. Because 
on one hand, we will get testimony of 
folks who are outraged that these 
small molecule pharmaceuticals are 
ending up in the water supply and in 
other places being flushed down the 
toilets. Just this weekend we had pre-
scription drug take-back day in so 
many of our communities. 

But the fact of the matter is, how 
many pharmaceuticals that are per-
fectly good, that if they had been pack-
aged properly, could have been re-
turned? 

So as a body we support recycling for 
everything else, but I had a Democrat 
Member come up to me and say: Oh, I 
am just not comfortable with that. 

How about if it had a genuine, sub-
stantial price index? 

How about if it became a way to help 
our brothers and sisters who don’t have 
access to some of these pharma-
ceuticals, a price-efficient way to get 
them? 

How about if it was just good for the 
environment? 

It turns out the technology exists. 
There are a number of organizations 
out there that are already experi-
menting with cartridges that stay ab-
solutely sterile, so that those that are 
unused are returnable. It is a type of 
multilayer blister pack that stays ab-
solutely sterile that makes them re-
turnable; liquid type of pharma-
ceuticals that are in single-shot doses, 
meaning, the other ones are return-
able. It is a thought experiment. 

But because it didn’t fit the nar-
rative of let’s beat the crap out of the 
pharmaceutical companies—and, look, 
I am not saying they are saints—but it 
didn’t fit the narrative to have some-
thing that was creative. It was like 
talking to a blank wall. That is a prob-
lem around here. I am willing to listen. 

b 1900 

Can I get my brothers and sisters 
who claim we want to do good things 
for society? ‘‘We want to lower phar-
maceutical prices. We are going to put 
every creative idea on the table, except 
for the ones that aren’t theirs.’’ It 
doesn’t work that way. 

So last bit, in the previous couple of 
weeks, we have come to the floor 
here—and we chose not to bring all the 
boards—but it is something that I per-
sonally struggle with. If I had come to 
this body a couple of years ago and 
said—and I hate this term, but it is the 
proper term—our brothers and sisters 
in the quartiles where they didn’t fin-
ish high school, or a single individual 
without a college education, we would 
have meetings in the Joint Economic 
Committee where they were doing 
modeling, and we were functionally 
writing them off in society, saying 
these populations are going to be part 
of—I don’t have a better term—the per-
manent underclass. 

What has happened the last 2 years? 
It turns out those lowest quartiles, 
those three or four lowest quartiles, 
are the fastest-rising incomes in our 
society—single women, no partner at 
home, 2018, a 7.6 percent growth in in-
come. 

If I had stood behind this microphone 
a couple of years ago and said this is 
what is going to be happening in our 
society, I would have gotten crazy calls 
saying I had lost my mind. But it hap-
pened. 
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For those who live in Arizona, I be-

lieve, in the last five quarters, we have 
had a couple of quarters where we have 
had the fastest-growing income in the 
entire country, and it is not the folks 
at the top. 

What happens when you have a coun-
try that has more jobs than available 
workers? For those who follow num-
bers, if I had come to this room a cou-
ple of years ago and said we are going 
to blast beyond 63 percent labor force 
participation when all the models said 
we would be a couple of points below 
that and continue to fall—there are 
amazing things happening out there. 

You would think there would be a lit-
tle joy for a body that claims we care 
about working men and women, for a 
body that claims we care about those 
who have had a really rough previous 
decade. You would think there would 
be joy in this body. 

Look at the math. Look at the fas-
cinating things when—okay, we will 
get the unemployment numbers— 
what?—this coming Friday. Look at 
something that is called the U–6 data, 
and then start to see these fascinating 
numbers out there, when you get some 
of the really broad data on how many 
of our friends and neighbors who have 
developmental issues, handicaps that 
have been barriers for them to partici-
pate in the workforce. They are moving 
into the workforce because businesses 
are so desperate for workers that they 
are making accommodations. You 
would think that creates a little bit of 
joy. 

Is that Republican or Democratic? It 
is American. We should be joyful. 

When we see the numbers of His-
panics, African Americans, women, 
these other populations, all of these 
subgroups that we love to break up our 
math into, all of them are record highs, 
tied for record highs. Why isn’t there 
joy? 

When you look at what has happened 
to wages, why isn’t there joy? 

The reality is that the economic ex-
pansion that is helping so many of the 
working men and women in this coun-
try also means your government has 
had the highest receipts—income—in 
U.S. history, blowing the wheels off of 
all the predictions, proving the sort of 
Malthusian, malcontents were wrong. 
Something is working out there. 

Why isn’t this body fixated on fig-
uring out what is working and doing 
more of it? Instead, Congress has now 
become a place where we do public pol-
icy by feelings instead of a calculator. 

As my father used to say—and I am 
terrified I am quoting my father—my 
father used to say, ‘‘The math always 
wins.’’ Madam Speaker, the math al-
ways wins. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

f 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 
A bill of the Senate of the following 

title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 134. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, with regard to stalking; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Cheryl L. Johnson, Clerk of the 
House, reported and found truly en-
rolled a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 1396. An act to award Congressional 
Gold Medals to Katherine Johnson and Dr. 
Christine Darden, to posthumously award 
Congressional Gold Medals to Dorothy 
Vaughan and Mary Jackson, and to award a 
Congressional Gold Medal to honor all of the 
women who contributed to the success of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion during the Space Race. 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The Speaker announced her signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 693.—An act to amend title 36, United 
States Code, to require that the POW/MIA 
flag be displayed on all days that the flag of 
the United States is displayed on certain 
Federal property. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Speaker, 
I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 4 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
October 30, 2019, at 10 a.m. for morning- 
hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

2774. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Significant New Use Rules 
on Certain Chemical Substances (17-4) [EPA- 
HQ-OPPT-2017-0560; FRL-10000-69] (RIN: 2070- 
AB27) received October 25, 2019, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

2775. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Sulfoxaflor; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2018-0599; FRL-9998-88] 
received October 25, 2019, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

2776. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Isotianil; Pesticide Toler-
ances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2018-0047; FRL-10000-79] 
received October 25, 2019, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

2777. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Mandipropamid; Pesticide 
Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2019-0062; FRL- 

9999-56] received October 25, 2019, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

2778. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — New Hampshire: 
Final Approval of State Underground Stor-
age Tank Program Revisions, Codification, 
and Incorporation by Reference [EPA-R01- 
UST-2019-0421; FRL-10001-60-Region 1] re-
ceived October 25, 2019, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

2779. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Pendimethalin; Pesticide 
Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2018-0619; FRL- 
10000-06] received October 25, 2019, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

2780. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval; Cali-
fornia; Ventura County Air Pollution Con-
trol District [EPA-R09-OAR-2019-0422; FRL- 
10000-88-Region 9] received October 25, 2019, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

2781. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval; Massa-
chusetts; Transport State Implementation 
Plans for the 1997 and 2008 Ozone Standards 
[EPA-R01-OAR-2008-0108; FRL-10001-37-RE-
gion 1] received October 25, 2019, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

2782. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval; OR: 2018 
Permitting Rule Revisions [EPA-R10-OAR- 
2019-0269; FRL-10001-52-Region 10] received 
October 25, 2019, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

2783. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Fenbuconazole; Pesticide 
Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2018-0300; FRL- 
9999-58] received October 25, 2019, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

2784. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval: Lane 
County, Oregon; 2019 Permitting Rule Revi-
sions [EPA-R10-OAR-2019-0426; FRL-10001-56- 
Region 10] received October 25, 2019, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

2785. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air Plan Approval; Cali-
fornia; Calaveras County Air Pollution Con-
trol District [EPA-R09-OAR-2019-0147; FRL- 
10001-32-Region 9] received October 25, 2019, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

2786. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Air plan Approval; Georgia; 
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